A rank-ordered list was constructed that reports the first 99 of the 100 most eminent psychologists of the 20th century. Eminence was measured by scores on 3 quantitative variables and 3 qualitative variables. The quantitative variables were journal citation frequency, introductory psychology textbook citation frequency, and survey response frequency. The qualitative variables were National Academy of Sciences membership, election as American Psychological Association (APA) president or receipt of the APA Distinguished Scientific Contributions Award, and surname used as an eponym. The qualitative variables were quantified and combined with the other 3 quantitative variables to produce a composite score that was then used to construct a rank-ordered list of the most eminent psychologists of the 20th century.
The discipline of psychology underwent a remarkable transformation during the 20th century, a transformation that included a shift away from the European-influenced philosophical psychology of the late 19th century to the empirical, research-based, American-dominated psychology of today (Simonton, 1992) . On the eve of the 21st century, the APA Monitor ("A Century of Psychology," 1999) published brief biographical sketches of some of the more eminent contributors to that transformation. Milestones such as a new year, a new decade, or, in this case, a new century seem inevitably to prompt such retrospective appraisals of the most notable events or people of an era. Without question, the psychologists mentioned in the APA Monitor retrospective qualify as eminent. Nevertheless, they represent a very small subset of the substantial number of 20th-century psychologists who might be so regarded. Moreover, such retrospectives tend to omit highly eminent, and still very productive, contemporary psychologists.
The purpose of the present study was to produce a more inclusive, rank-ordered list of the 100 most eminent psychologists of the 20th century. To produce any such list is a daunting task fraught with a variety of difficulties, not the least of which is to operationalize "eminence." Moreover, any procedure for creating such a list will invite methodological criticism. Because these difficulties will probably not be addressed to everyone's satisfaction, and because our list is certain to have omitted the names of many great psychologists for whom one could make a compelling case for inclusion, we took a cue from Eugene Garfield (1977) and report only 99 names. Hence, the reader's best case for a psy-chologist who should have made the list just might be that last, 100th name that we have not reported.
We think the most eminent list reported here will be inherently interesting to many psychologists. Beyond that, knowing who is eminent in a discipline can serve a number of useful purposes. James McKeen Cattell recognized nearly a century ago that the understanding of both science and creativity would be advanced by the study of who is eminent in science and why (e.g., Cattell, 1910) . Exploring the contribution of psychological variables to scientific behavior, especially exemplary and eminent cases, is now the province of the psychology of science, an emerging companion discipline to the more familiar and well-established disciplines that study science, such as history of science and philosophy of science (see Feist & Gorman, 1998 , for a detailed overview of the psychology of science). For example, Simonton (1992) , working from a list of 69 eminent American psychologists, created a profile of the "typical" eminent American psychologist. Simonton (2000) investigated the contribution of 54 eminent psychologists' methodological and theoretical orientations to the durability of their influence. It is our hope that the most eminent list reported here will be a useful starting point for similar studies in the psychology of science. Our list also has potential uses for research in the history of psychology and in the psychology classroom. Some of those applications are discussed at the end of this article.
Our procedures, and the resulting most eminent list, differed from those of other studies of eminence in psychology in some important respects. Foremost among these differences is the fact that no other study has attempted to compile a rank-ordered list of the most eminent psychologists that spans the entire 20th century. Another important difference is that most eminence studies have employed a single measure of eminence. Eminence, however, is a complex, multidimensional concept not likely to be well reflected in any one measure. Therefore, we used a combination of three quantitative and three qualitative variables.
The use of multiple criteria to measure eminence should accomplish the equivalent of what statistician-magician Persi Diaconis (1978) called the "bundle of sticks" phenomenon in magic. A magician may perform several variations on the same trick, each having, like a single stick, a weak point. The entire performance, however, like a bundle of sticks, is much stronger than the individual tricks it comprises. To adapt an aphorism from psychology, the whole is stronger than its parts. The use of multiple criteria yields a better measure of eminence to the extent that the strength of the "bundle" of measures compensates for the weaknesses of its components.
The variables that have been used to measure eminence in psychology include frequency of citation in the professional journal literature (e.g., Endler, Rushton, & Roediger, 1978; Garfield, 1978 Garfield, , 1992 Myers, 1970) , frequency of citation in introduction to psychology textbooks (e.g., Gorenflo & McConnell, 1991; Kaess & Bousfield, 1954; Knapp, 1985; Perlman, 1980; Roeckelein, 1995) , and surveys of professional opinion (e.g., Annin, Boring, & Watson, 1968; Coan & Zagona, 1962; Korn, Davis, & Davis, 1991) . These measures yield quantitative or ordinal-level data that have been used to construct rank-ordered lists.
Studies of eminence in psychology have also employed qualitative measures such as whether a psychologist's surname has come to be used as an eponym (i.e., a psychological term such as Pavlovian conditioning or Skinner box) to represent, for example, a theory, procedure, test, or apparatus (Roeckelein, 1972 (Roeckelein, , 1996 , 1 and receipt of awards or other forms of honorary recognition. The latter include election to membership in the National Academy of Sciences (NAS), receipt of the American Psychological Association (APA) Distinguished Scientific Contributions Award, and election to the APA presidency (e.g., Over, 1981; Simonton, 1992) .
In the present study, we used all six of the quantitative and qualitative variables just mentioned. Our operational definition of eminence was a composite score on these variables. What follows is a description of how each variable was measured and how scores were combined to yield a composite index that was then used to construct a rank-ordered list of the 100 most eminent psychologists of the 20th century. We then describe some of the characteristics of our list and how it relates to other measures of eminence in psychology.
The terms psychologist and 20th century also require definition. For present purposes, psychologist was not defined according to academic degree (e.g., the PhD in psychology, PsyD, or a comparable degree). Rather, it was defined in terms of an individual's contributions to the discipline of psychology, as indicated by his or her score on the various measures of eminence we used. This approach permitted consideration of individuals who, without question (e.g., Freud and Pavlov), have made very significant contributions to psychology but who might be excluded from consideration if an academic degree criterion were used. By 20th-century psychologist, we simply meant that at least one of the individual's published contributions to psychology occurred in the 20th century.
Journal Citation Frequency
We constructed a list of the 100 psychologists most frequently cited in the professional psychological journal literature, the journal citation list (JCL). The JCL was constructed by adding citation frequencies across four previously published lists. The lists we used (along with time periods covered and number of names reported) were published by Myers (1970; 1962 to 1967 , Endler et al. (1978; 1975, 100 names), Garfield (1978; 1969 to 1977 , and Garfield (1992; 1986 to 1990 . The JCL sampled four (mostly) nonoverlapping time periods and combined lists produced by different methodologies. The methodologies included manual searches (Endler et al., 1978; Myers, 1970) , computerized database searches (Garfield, 1978 (Garfield, , 1992 , searches of selected journals deemed "prestigious" (Myers, 1970) , searches of all Social Science Citation Index (SSCI)-indexed psychology journals (Endler et al., 1978; Garfield, 1978) , and a search of SSCI-indexed psychology journals that included only those authors who had published at least 10 articles in SSCI-indexed journals during the period covered by the search (Garfield, 1992) . The Garfield (1992) list gives considerable weight to currently active, contemporary psychologists, whereas the other three lists give more weight to historically older psychologists without necessarily excluding more contemporary psychologists.
It is our view that the JCL represents a reasonable approach to achieving a degree of balance between an emphasis on historically established authorities and contemporarily active psychologists. Moreover, the JCL sampled four somewhat disparate time periods and thus presents a more comprehensive picture of journal citation frequencies than the individual lists it comprises. Table 1 presents the first 25 names on the JCL.
2 In this and all of the other tables, we attempted to identify psychologists the way they identified themselves in the professional literature.
Introductory Psychology Textbook
Citation Frequency
We constructed a list of the 102 psychologists most frequently cited in introductory psychology textbooks, the textbook citation list (TCL). (The list contained 102 rather than 100 names as a result of tied ranks at the end of the list.) The TCL was constructed by adding citation frequencies together for two previously published lists and a list that we created. The published lists that we used were those of Perlman (1980) and Gorenflo and McConnell (1991) . Perlman (1980) listed the 50 psychologists most frequently cited in 10 textbooks with copyright dates of 1975 to 1978. Gorenflo and McConnell (1991) listed the 64 psychologists most frequently cited in a sample of 24 textbooks with copyright dates from 1985 to 1989. We constructed a list of the 100 psychologists most frequently cited in five textbooks with copyright dates of 1998 to 2000.
3 Our procedure was essentially that used by Perlman, except that we did not adjust for self-citations and bibliography pages. Working from the author indexes, we determined the number of textbook pages on which each psychologist was cited. Individuals not cited in at least four of the five textbooks were not considered. For the remaining eligi-ble names, citation frequencies were summed across the textbooks in which they were cited.
The TCL was constructed by summing citation frequencies across our newly created list and the lists published by Perlman (1980) and Gorenflo and McConnell (1991) . As was the case with the JCL, the TCL sampled different time periods and methodologies and represents a more comprehensive list than the lists it comprises. Table 2 presents the first 25 names on the TCL.
Survey
We surveyed, by e-mail, approximately 1,725 members of the American Psychological Society (APS). Working from the APS membership directory, each of 20 individuals who assisted on this research project sent the survey to approximately 80 APS members. The appropriate pages of the directory were divided into 20 equal segments. The survey was then sent to every 10th name, or the next available name, for which an e-mail address was listed. In cases in which a return message indicated that the e-mail was not successfully delivered, additional names were sampled.
Respondents were asked three questions: (a) "What is your specialization in psychology (e.g., developmental, social, cognitive, learning)?" (b) "In your opinion, who are the three greatest psychologists of the 20th century in your specialization?" and (c) "In your opinion, who are the greatest psychologists of the 20th century in the overall field of psychology? (List as many names as you like in order of importance)." Respondents were informed that "greatest" was intentionally unexplicated to allow for their individual interpretation. The survey response rate was a disappointing and inexplicably low 5.6%. Using only the responses to the third question, we constructed a rank-ordered list of the 117 psychologists most frequently mentioned, the survey list (SL). (The list contained 117 rather than 100 names as a result of tied ranks at the end of the list.) The ordinal information contained in those responses was not used because not all respondents presented an ordered list, and we doubted the validity of the ordinal information for especially long lists.
Given the low response rate, is the SL a valid measure of eminence? We saw no reason to discount the survey results despite the low response rate. In the first place, the SL has considerable face validity; we think most of the names on the SL will be quite familiar to most psychologists, and many of those named will probably be recognized as eminent. More important, 43 (37%) of the names on the SL are also on the JCL, and 47 (40%) of the names on the SL are also on the TCL. The commonality of names between the SL and the two citation frequency lists is essentially the same as the 40 (40%) names shared by the JCL and TCL.
Moreover, there was a tendency for the names on the SL that were also on the JCL and TCL to be in the same rank order. The 43 names common to the SL and JCL were assigned ranks of 1 to 43 based on their ordinal position within their respective lists. The 47 names common to the SL and TCL were similarly assigned ranks from 1 to 47. Spearman rank-order correlation coefficients revealed significant ( p Ͻ .05) positive correlations between both sets of ranks, r s (41) ϭ .34 and r s (45) ϭ .47, for names on the SL that were also on the JCL and TCL, respectively. These correlations were comparable to the rank-order correlation for the 40 names common to the JCL and TCL, r s (38) ϭ .40, p Ͻ .05. Thus, the SL not only identified many of the same psychologists identified by the JCL and TCL but tended to identify them in the same order as well. We also think it is noteworthy that 20 of the psychologists who made the most eminent list reported here would have been excluded from consideration under our procedures had we not used the survey data. As shown subsequently, 18 of those 20 had scores on either two or all three of the qualitative variables.
We do not expect the foregoing analyses to obviate all concerns about the validity of the SL. We would emphasize, however, that the SL is not presented as a stand-alone measure of eminence; rather, it is one of six measures contributing to a composite index. Legitimate concerns about validity could just as well be raised about the other measures we used, but, as shown subsequently, the resulting composite index is quite robust. Table 3 presents the first 26 names on the SL.
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Comparisons Among the JCL, TCL, and SL A master list of 219 psychologists comprised all of the different names on the JCL, TCL, and SL. Of these names, only 28 (13%) were common to all three lists. The numbers of names unique to each list were as follows: JCL, 47 (47% of 100); TCL, 44 (43% of 102); and SL, 56 (48% of 117). Thus, these three variables each made substantial, but comparable, contributions to the measurement of eminence. We found some selected comparisons among the three lists to be both interesting and instructive about the differences among the three measures.
Consider the cases of Pavlov, Watson, and Milgram. All three appear in the top one third of the TCL (with ranks of 22, 17, and 12, respectively), and all three also appear on the SL (with ranks of 6.5, 4, and 67, respectively), but none of them appear on the JCL. Thus, textbook citation frequency and survey measures of eminence clearly place Pavlov, Watson, and Milgram among the most eminent of 20th-century psychologists, but they are not among the top 100 psychologists in journal citation frequency and so, by that measure, are not among the most eminent.
Pavlov and Watson appear on the TCL but fail to appear on the JCL for essentially the same reason. Both men made contributions to psychology that are of unarguably great historical significance. The study of learning inaugurated by Pavlov, and for which his name is used as an eponym, remains a very dynamic and important part of empirical and theoretical research in contemporary psychology. However, the terminology and general methodology of Pavlovian conditioning are so integral to the nomenclature of the discipline that contemporary researchers would often have little cause to cite Pavlov in a journal article. Essentially the same can be said of Watson. One can hardly overstate the magnitude of the historical significance and continuing pervasive influence of Watson's classic 1913 paper expounding the behaviorist viewpoint. On the other hand, except for historical, philosophical, or methodological articles about behaviorism, most psychologists would probably have little occasion to cite Watson in a journal article. Because of their historical significance and continuing influence, however, authors of introductory psychology textbooks can hardly not cite Pavlov and Watson. Milgram, although not among the 100 most cited in the journal literature, is probably so extensively cited in introductory psychology textbooks primarily because his work on obedience to authority makes such good copy (i.e., students find it highly interesting) and because it had such important implications for protection of human research participants. In these and similar cases, the JCL and TCL are disparate measures of eminence, but used in conjunction they provide a more balanced picture.
There are also psychologists identified as highly eminent by the JCL but not by the TCL. In some cases, the high frequency of journal citations is due to authors referencing statistical procedures, instrumentation, or methodology. Thus, for example, Winer, Siegel (both statisticians), and Rotter (locus of control instrument) have ranks of 4, 6, and 18, respectively, on the JCL but, not surprisingly, do not appear on the TCL or SL. On the other hand, consider Herb Simon. Simon's contributions to psychology are held in such high regard that he is among the most frequently cited in the professional journal literature (a rank of 32.5 on the JCL), and he was also judged to be among the most eminent psychologists by respondents to our survey (a rank of 24 on the SL), yet he is not cited frequently enough in introduction to psychology textbooks to have made the TCL and is thus not eminent by that measure.
Why would a Nobel Prize-winning psychologist not be extensively cited in introduction to psychology textbooks when his work is among the most highly regarded and cited in the professional literature? Should not introductory psychology textbooks, for many people the principal and only exposition of psychology, present the most highly regarded work the discipline has to offer? That this is largely the case has been an explicit assumption of previous analyses of who is cited in introductory psychology textbooks (e.g., Kaess & Bousfield, 1954; Knapp, 1985; Perlman, 1980) . However, as noted by Perlman (1980) , introductory psychology textbooks likely often eschew presentation of highly technical and complicated research. Simon's research on human decision making very likely falls into that too-technical category.
One might suspect that a survey would tend to identify as eminent the same psychologists whose work is most often cited in journals The foregoing, albeit selected, comparisons among the JCL, TCL, and SL illustrate some of the limitations inherent in any single-criterion measure of eminence. Also, they strengthen the rationale for our multiple-criterion approach.
Qualitative Measures of Eminence
The JCL, TCL, and SL, as described earlier, are quantitative measures. We also used three qualitative measures of eminence that were applied to the 219 different names that appear on the JCL, TCL, and SL. The qualitative variables we used were whether or not a given psychologist (a) was elected to the NAS; (b) was a recipient of the APA Distinguished Scientific Contributions Award or elected APA president (as of 1999), or both; and (c) has his or her surname in use as an eponym. We refer to these qualitative variables as, respectively, NAS, APA, and EP. We combined APA award and APA presidency into a single APA variable on the assumption that, in many cases, the very scientific contributions that led to receipt of the award were also instrumental in an individual's election as APA president. (In fact, roughly one quarter [24%] of the psychologists in this study who received credit on the APA variable served as APA president and received the Outstanding Scientific Contributions Award.) Our source for eponyms was an unpublished list referenced by Roeckelein (1995) that included eponyms identified by Zusne (1987) .
Calculation of Composite Scores
Because frequency scores on the JCL, TCL, and SL were positively skewed, they were transformed to logarithms. For each list, the log-transformed scores were then converted to z scores. The three qualitative variables were converted to a single quantitative variable by assigning each of the 219 names on the master list a score of 0, 1, 2, or 3 corresponding to the number of qualitative variables for which an individual received credit. These scores were converted to z scores without being subjected to a logarithmic transformation. For each name, we then calculated a composite score representing the mean z score across all four variables (JCL, TCL, SL, and the quantified qualitative variables).
For names that do not have a score on one or more of the four variables, calculating a composite score as the mean z score across all four variables is problematic. These names must be assigned some score in place of the missing value(s); otherwise, the composite score will be inflated rather than reflecting the adverse consequences of not being on a list. The solution that we used for names not on the JCL or TCL represents a sort of compromise. In the first place, we think it is highly unlikely that for names on the master list that do not appear on the JCL or TCL, the actual number of citations is zero. Because the actual number of citations is somewhere between zero and one less than the smallest frequency required to make the list, we replaced missing values with the z score of the logarithm of the frequency score midway between those two values. The situation is more straightforward for names that were not on the SL or did not receive credit for any of the qualitative variables. In these cases, the real frequency was zero. For names not on the SL, we replaced missing values with the z score for a logarithmic score of zero, and for names with no qualitative variable credit, we used the z score for a frequency score of zero.
The results of these calculations are presented in Table 4 as a rank-ordered list of the 100 (99 actually presented) most eminent psychologists of the 20th century. For each name, Table 4 also shows the rank on each quantitative variable and the qualitative variables for which credit was given by indicating the relevant date and eponym. In cases of multiple eponyms associ- The logarithmic transformations applied to frequency scores and the quantification of the qualitative variables were procedures not used in the originally submitted manuscript. These procedures were recommended by a reviewer and the editor. In the original manuscript, fre-6 quency scores (rather than logarithms) on the JCL, TCL, and SL were converted to z scores that were then averaged across the three lists to produce a rank-ordered list of 219 names. The qualitative variables were then used to "adjust" the position of names upward or downward on the list. We think it reflects favorably on the present use of six separate measures of eminence that the logarithmic transformation and quantification of the qualitative variables, a substantial change in the treatment of the data, had almost no effect on who made the final list. Only 10 names from the original list were replaced by new names, and 9 of those changes occurred in positions 76 to 100. Of the original top 25, only 5 were replaced by new names, but those names all came from relatively high positions (26 to 44) in the original list, and only 2 of the top 10 changed. For the entire list, the mean change in ordinal position due to the revised analysis was 2.05 positions (SD ϭ 16.79). This is a testament to the robust nature of the combined measures.
Predictors of Eminence
For the 219 different psychologists on the master list (which comprised the JCL, TCL, and SL), the best predictors of eminence were the qualitative variables. Of the 100 most eminent psychologists, 28 received credit for all three qualitative variables, and 59 received credit for at least two qualitative variables. Only 8 made the final list without credit for a qualitative variable (Jensen, Wolpe, E. Loftus, Sternberg, Plomin, Berkowitz, A. Freud, and No. 100). In general, these individuals all had relatively high scores on two of the three quantitative variables. The NAS and APA variables were equally predictive, followed closely by the EP variable. The master list contained 67 NAS members. Of those, 53 made the most eminent list. Thus, given that an individual on the master list was a member of NAS, the probability of that individual being on the most eminent list was .79. That NAS membership should be such a strong predictor of eminence is not surprising. Over (1981) reported data suggesting that less than one tenth of 1% of all American psychologists are likely to be honored by election to NAS.
Having been APA president or a recipient of the APA Distinguished Scientific Contributions Award was an equally good predictor of eminence. A total of 89 psychologists on the master list received credit for the APA variable. Of those, 70 made the most eminent list, a probability of .79. Simonton (1992) , in presenting a profile of the typical eminent American psychologist, noted that he or she would have almost a .50 probability of being honored by election to the APA presidency. Although only 32 of the 100 psychologists on our most eminent list were elected APA president, Simonton (1992) studied eminent psychologists who were deceased by 1967. The present most eminent list included many contemporary psychologists who, because of the growth in number of psychologists and outstanding presidential candidates and the decreasing trend of electing academic psychologists, very likely had much less of a chance of being elected APA president (Simonton, 1992) .
We found eponyms associated with 77 of the 219 names on the master list. Of those 77, 52 made the most eminent list, representing a predictive probability of .74. The eponym variable is somewhat problematic because there seems intuitively to be quite a difference between eponyms such as "Skinnerian," "Freudian," or "Pavlovian," on the one hand, and eponyms such as "Festinger's cognitive dissonance theory" or "Newcomb's attraction studies," on the other hand. Then, too, there are eponyms that seem to be somewhere in between those extremes, for example, "Maslow's hierarchy" and "James-Lange theory of emotion." As one reviewer asked, "Why don't we say 'Miller's magical number seven' or 'Sperry's split-brain studies'?" Actually, we suspect we do use these expressions in print. However, our source for eponyms was a list referenced by Roeckelein (1995) that included eponyms reported by Zusne (1987) . Roeckelein constructed his list of eponyms from the entries in 7 different dictionaries of psychology, entries in the subject index from 30 specialty area textbooks published from 1953 to 1994, and Zusne's book. That is a reasonably wide net, and the eponyms listed in Table 4 are evidently in sufficiently widespread use to have been caught by it. Of the 52 eponyms listed in Table 4 , 36 (69%) appeared in two or more of the sources used by Roeckelein (1995) . The many possible eponyms one could conceivably associate with the remaining names appearing in Table 4 were evidently below the threshold of detection of the Roeckelein (1995) study. This is simply on a par with the fact that 37 names on the most eminent list were not on the JCL. As noted earlier, it is unlikely they have citation frequencies of zero; they were simply below the threshold of detection for the JCL.
Among the quantitative variables, the best predictors of eminence were journal citations and the survey. The JCL contributed 63 names to the most eminent list ( p ϭ .63), and the SL contributed 76 (of a total of 117; p ϭ .65). Introductory textbook citations turned out to be the weakest predictor of eminence. The TCL contributed only 55 (of 102) names to the most eminent list ( p ϭ .54). We remain undecided as to whether this informs us about the value of textbook citation frequency as a measure of eminence or informs us about the quality of introductory psychology textbooks.
Bias
It was suggested to us that the measures of eminence used in this study might have favored American psychologists. Some measures might also have favored those whose significant contributions occurred more toward the latter part of the 20th century. Consider first the possibility of temporal bias. We suggest that the qualitative variables NAS, APA, and EP are largely free of temporal bias. The NAS and APA variables span the century. The NAS was established in 1863, and the first psychologist elected to NAS membership was James McKeen Cattell in 1901 (Over, 1981 . The APA Distinguished Scientific Contributions Award dates only to 1956 and might somewhat favor psychologists who were most productive in the latter part of the 20th century, but the APA presidency dates to 1892. Moreover, some of the earliest recipients of the APA award made significant contributions to psychology relatively early in the century (e.g., Köhler, K. Spence, and Tolman). Finally, although it might sometimes take time for an eponym to become established and used, and over time some eponyms will fall into disuse, the EP variable is not time dependent in any systematic way. For the most part, it seems likely that the qualitative variables would work to partially mitigate any temporal bias that might arise from the quantitative variables.
The JCL, TCL, and SL were based on data collected mostly in the latter part of the century. Prima facie, we think the JCL, despite the fact that Freud ranked first on that list, would tend to favor more contemporary psychologists because journal articles usually cite relatively contemporaneous works.
8 On the other hand, whereas introductory psychology textbooks do cite contemporarily important psychologists, they give considerable emphasis to historically older, well-established authorities. Gorenflo and McConnell (1991) reported that it takes about 20 years for an article to acquire the status of a "classic" work and become consistently cited in introductory psychology textbooks. Thus, whereas the JCL might involve a recency bias, the TCL might involve an offsetting historically older bias even though it was based on relatively recent textbooks. Finally, because survey respondents were free to name psychologists from any part of the century, we would not expect the SL to have a systematic temporal bias.
One might attempt an empirical evaluation of the JCL, TCL, and SL to determine whether any one of them contains a disproportionate number of names from the early, middle, or late part of the century. However, it is not clear what the correct proportions should be. There were relatively few "psychologists" at the beginning of the century; today there are more than 159,000 who are members of APA and a very sizable number more who are not members of APA. In our view, approximately 25% of the most eminent psychologists listed in Table 4 might reasonably be said to have made their significant research contributions during the first half of the century. Given the growth in the number of psychologists during the century, that figure does not strike us as obviously disproportionate. 8 We were not aware of any empirical data to support this assertion, so we examined the reference list of one quasirandomly selected article from each of eight different psychology journals published between 1969 and 1994. The age of a reference was calculated by subtracting the publication year of the reference from the publication year of the article in which it was cited. The mean age of the 141 references listed in these articles was 8.38 years (SD ϭ 9.19). The modal age was 4 years. Much more problematic is the extent to which the most eminent list has an American and English-language bias. This is difficult to evaluate because contemporary psychology is so dominated by Americans (Simonton, 1992) . Nevertheless, our sources were all essentially American sources. Although the NAS variable included foreign associates (e.g., Broadbent, Milner, and Piaget), and non-American psychologists have received the APA Distinguished Scientific Contributions Award, it seems likely that such recognition would be disproportionately conferred upon American psychologists. Moreover, we used American journals and textbooks, and we essentially surveyed American psychologists. Although all of these sources contributed non-American names, and non-American names do appear in the most eminent list, the variables we used are nevertheless likely to have favored American psychologists. Only the eponym variable seems somewhat neutral with respect to nationality, but even there our sources were American products. Thus, the most eminent list reported here is probably somewhat biased in favor of American psychologists.
Comparisons With Other Studies and Measures of Eminence
The most eminent list reported here, for the most part, included the names of psychologists other studies and measures have identified as among the most eminent. Annin et al. (1968) , for example, assembled a list of names of some 1,040 people they judged to be important to the history of psychology from 1600 to 1967. Excluded from the list were any psychologists still living in 1967. Nine psychologists then rated each name on a scale of 1 to 3. A score of 1 indicated that the juror recognized the name but could not specify the person's contribution to psychology. A score of 2 meant that the juror was at least somewhat familiar with the person's contribution. A score of 3 was given if, in the juror's opinion, the person was "of such distinction that his name should surely be included in a list of the 500 most important psychologists since 1600 and not living" (Annin et al., 1968, p. 304) . A total score for each name was calculated by summing scores across jurors. The total scores were used to construct a list of 538 important contributors to psychology arranged into rank-ordered categories. Names in the highest category all received a total score of 27 (i.e., 3 points from each of the nine jurors). Names in the next category received 26 points, and so on.
Of the names on the Annin et al. (1968) Coan and Zagona (1962) asked experts (mostly teachers of history of psychology) to rate 142 candidate psychologists according to "importance of contributions to psychological theory" (p. 316). They reported a list of the 75 most highly rated. They also reported a list of 54 that comprised the top 50 overall and the top 10 in each of nine decades from 1880 -1889 to 1950 -1959. After removal of non-20th-century psychologists, our list captured 47% of their top 75 and 58% of the list of 54.
We think this degree of agreement between our 100 most eminent list (Table 4) and (a) the top category of 53 names in the Annin et al. (1968) list and (b) the two lists reported by Coan and Zagona (1962) is actually quite good. All three lists were based on a single measure of eminence, expert ratings, and were compiled in the 1960s. The proportion of 20th-century psychologists in each of these three lists appearing in Table 4 is about the same as the proportion of names in Table 4 contributed by any one of the variables used here. Moreover, there has been a third of a century of psychology since those lists were compiled. Korn et al. (1991) surveyed historians of psychology and psychology department chairs, asking both groups to list the most important psychologists of all time and the most important contemporary psychologists. They reported four short (9 to 11 names) rank-ordered lists of the most important psychologists: historian all time, historian contemporary, department chair all time, and department chair contemporary. Only three 20th-century psychologists on the Korn et al. lists are not on the most eminent list reported in Table 4 here. The least agreement was with the historian all time list, which included Binet and Ebbinghaus, neither of whom appear among the names in Table 4 (both, however, did appear in the SL). All of the 20th-century psychologists' names on the historian contemporary and department chair all time lists appear in Table 4 , and only one name (Rescorla) on the department chair contemporary list is not included in Table 4 . Thus, we identified as among the most eminent virtually all of the psychologists identified by Korn et al. Moore and Seberhagen (cited in Myers, 1970) asked department chairs to name, in rank order, the 10 most influential contemporary psychologists and the 10 most influential from any time period. Myers (1970) presented the resulting two lists of the top 10 names. All but one 20th-century psychologist (Binet) on those lists appeared in our most eminent list. To the best of our knowledge, nine psychologists have been awarded the National Medal of Science: Anne Anastasi, William Estes, Eleanor Gibson, George Miller, Neal Miller, Herbert Simon, Roger Shepard, B. F. Skinner, and Roger Sperry. All except Anastasi (who made the SL) appear in Table 4 here.
The preceding comparisons with other studies and measures of eminence are not intended to be exhaustive. Rather, they show that our approach to measuring eminence in psychology resulted in a most eminent list that very likely includes the vast majority of psychologists who should be on such a list. Bear in mind that, in relation to the very large number of 20th-century psychologists, our most eminent list is a very short list and necessarily omits many truly eminent psychologists. We would argue, for example, that psychologists who meet our NAS or APA criteria but do not appear in our most eminent list are nevertheless very eminent psychologists, but they may not be among the 100 most eminent (or, of course, a psychologist may be No. 100 and not reported here). Does our most eminent list include some false positives? We think it very likely does, but because a specific case is far from obvious, we are reluctant to speculate on this point.
Applications
As stated earlier, we believe that the most eminent list reported here will be of considerable interest to the psychological community. Beyond that, the list has much potential for use in studies in the psychology of science, in historical studies of 20th-century psychology, and in the psychology classroom. Just a few of the possibilities are described subsequently. Simonton (1992) described characteristics of the typical eminent American psychologist. How general is that characterization of eminence? Would a similar characterization emerge from an analysis of the present most eminent list? What distinguishes the roughly one half of the psychologists in NAS who are on the most eminent list from the remainder who are not? It would be informative to know whether these two groups can be distinguished on the basis of the dimensions of theoretical orientation used by Simonton (2000) .
The psychology of science review article by Feist and Gorman (1998) is also a rich source of questions that could be asked about the psychologists on the most eminent list. Perhaps historians of psychology will find the most eminent list useful for purposes such as evaluating how psychology evolved over the century and how different schools of thought are represented or may have shaped the list.
Finally, teaching applications, especially for introductory psychology and history of psychology classes, are practically limitless. For example, one could have students (a) identify the seminal contribution(s) of one or more of the psychologists on the list, (b) debate the relative rankings of two psychologists, (c) develop an argument for why a particular psychologist who is not on the most eminent list should be (or vice versa), or (d) write one or more biographies of eminent psychologists. Moreover, a book of readings comprising the seminal works of the psychologists on the most eminent list would make a tremendous overview of 20th-century psychology.
